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SUMMARY 


Problem;  \  At  the  request  of  the  Basic  Training  Command, ^a  study  vas 
made  of  the  accident  rates  by  officer  trainees  and  HavCads  for  the  fiscal 
year  of  1951, 


~Ptedi«iis4  ^When  compared  with  their  expected  accident  rate,  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  this  expectancy  and  the  actual  number  of  accidents  occurring 
each  month,  the  difference  vas  not  statistically  significant.  On  a  yearly 
basis,  however,  it  vas  found  that  the  ctudent  officers  did  have  a  propor¬ 
tionately  higher  accident  rate  in  comparison  with  NavCads,. 


wW  p~ 

Indications  were  found  in  the  data  to  question  the  statement  by  the 
Pilot  Caused  Accident  Committee  discussion  to  the  affect  that\  student  offi¬ 
cers  do  meet  the  same  flight  proficiency  standards.  During  fiscal  1951 
there  were  six  monthly  periods  in  which  no  officers  were  attrited.  The 
student  officers  exceeded  their  accident  expectancy  during  four  of  these 
months  while  they  exceeded  their  rate  in  but  two  of  the  six  months  when 
there  were  some  officer  attritions.-  Further,  it  was  found  that  of  those 
officers  and  HavCads  having  accidents,  no  officers  were  attrited  whereas 
seven  (10$)  HavCads  were  attrited. 


Recommendations ;  A  system  of  plotting  accident  rates  against  their 
expectancy  rate  is  recommended  as  a  method  of  analysis  of  future  accident 
trends , 


On  1  May  1951  the  Chief  of  Naval  Air  Basie  Training  forwarded  to  the 
CottM&dlng  Officer,  NavSchAvMed,  a  request  that  the  Psychology  Laboratory 
of  the  Research  Department  conduct  a  study  of  the  difference  in  the  acci¬ 
dent  rate  between  officer  students  and  HavCads,  to  find  the  reasons  there¬ 
fore,  if  possible,  and  to  male  appropriate  recommendations .  This  basic 
correspondence  and  tables  containing  statistical  data  are  listed  in  the 
Appendix  of  this  report. 

The  facts  which  gave  rise  to  the  basic  request  may  be  summarised  as 
follows t 


1.  That  during  the  period  between  1  -July  1950  and  28  February  1951  > 
although  the  officer  students  represented  22-8#  of  the  student  load 

on  board,  they  were  responsible  for  40,3#  of  the  accidents . 

2.  That  the  attrition  rate  for  officers  was  lower  than  among  RavCads. 
These  facts  suggested  the  necessity  for  answering  the  following  specific 
questions . 

(a)  Is  the  difference  in  accident  rate  between  the  two  groups 
of  statistical  significance  or  a  matter  of  chance? 

(b)  If  the  difference  is  of  statistical  significance? 

(1)  What  reasons  can  be  advanced  to  explain  the  difference? 

(2)  What  suggestions  can  be  made  for  administrative 

considerations? 

PROCEDURE 


1.  Collection  of  data: 

a.  Records  were  assembled  of  NavCad  ard  student  officers  in 
basic  flight  training  for  fiscal  1951-  (E^cludi£^-«tu4»nte  in  pre-flight, 
special  syllabus  ana  advanced  syllabus  students  CQfTU-li) . 

2.  Analysis  of  data? 

a.  Tables  and  a  graph  were  prepared  to  show  monthly  accident 
experience  of  each  group  for  purpose",  of  comparison. 

b.  A  statistical  analysis  was  made  to  determine  significance 
of  the  monthly  and  total  years  accidents  experience  by  the  Chi-square 
technique.  To  do  this  the  accident  expectancy  and  actual  accident  ex¬ 
perience  were  used  as  the  basis  for  computation 

'  .CULTS 


Table  X  presents  the  numfcpr  of  subject,  trainees  on  board  each  month 
during  fiscal  1951  who  were  training  under  the  standard  syllabus.  The 
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monthly  average  for  the  year  was  833  ♦1  On  the  average  about  30  of  these 

students  were  off icers .  . 

v  '  -»  -  -"  - 

Table  II  presents  the  number  of  accidents  sustained  by  the  groups 
Included  In  Table  I.  It  will  he  noted  that  there  were  112  accidents,  of 
which  hi  involved  officers,  71  SavCads .  Percentage  vise  this  means  that  on 
the  average  37$  of  the  accidents  involved  officers,  63$  involved  KavCads. 

Table  III  compares,  by nohths,  the  number  of  accidents  to  be  expected 
and  the  number  actually  sustained  by  student  officers  during  fiscal  1951. 

These  month  to  month  differences  are  not  statistically  significant, 
although  the  occasionally  high  number  of  accidents  in  anyone  month  appear 
to  be  cause  for  concern  at  first  -glance.  Caution  is  necessary  in  drawing 
conclusions  from  any  such  small  sample,  for  the  chances  are  relatively 
slight  that  student  officers  will  exceed  their  "share"  of  accidents  in  any 
one  month.  This  need  for  caution  applies  also,  of  course,,  to  the  fact  that 
months  in  which  fewer  than  usual  accidents,  occur*  offer  no  ground  for 
complacence. 

Considered  on  a  yearly  basis,  it  is  very  probable  that  student 
officers  will  exceed  -their  expected  accident  rate  to  at  least  a  slight 
extent.  Moreover,  again  on  a  yearly  basis,  it  is  almost  certain  that 
the  student  officers  will  have  an  accident  rate  proportionately  higher 
than  the  NayCad  rate.3 

DISCUSSION 

The  meager  knowledge  we  have  concerning  the  basic  causes  of  acci¬ 
dents  permits  drawing  only  very  tenuous,  generalizations  from  such,  data 
as  have  been  studied  here .  Accident  causation  is  no  simple  problem, 
and  may  well  be  rooted  in  -some  complex  manner  in  basic  processes  of  in¬ 
dividuals*  adaptation  to  social  (as  well  as  physical)  environments .  It 
is  how  almost  common  knowledge  that  a  worried  individual  is  more  likely  to 
have  an  accident.  Individuals  vary,  not  only  in  the  kind  and  amount  of 
worrying  they  do,  but  also  in  the  extent  to  which  worry  makes  them  acci¬ 
dent.  prone. 

1. ~  fhis~average~i.fi’  le?s”than  ihe  average  suppliedTin  the  basic  cor-  " 
resp6ndence<  because  it  was  necessary  to  eliminate  those  men  in  the  on  .board 
population  who  were  not  training  under  the  standard  flight  syllabus. 

2.  The  number  of  accidents  to  be  "expected"  is  calculated  simply  by 
assuming  that  the  number  of  accidents  sustained  by  either  the  student 
officer  of  NavCad  groups  should  be  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
students  flying  in  each  group. 

3.  These  estimates  are  based  on  figures  derived  by  the  Chi-Square  test  for 
statistical  significance.  The  levels  of  confidence  derived  were  as  follows j 

a-.  Officer  accidents  compared  with  their  expected  monthly  rate  s  ',10 

b.  Officer  accidents  compared  with  their  expected  annual  rate  -  .0,5 

c.  Officer  accidents  compared  with  KavCads  accidents  for  fiscal  1951  *  .01 


■A 
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Although  the  present  statistical  analysis  is  not  cause'  for  alarm  (that 
is,,  the  difference  between  student  officer  and  NavCad  accident  experience  is 
not  greatly  more  than  might  be  due  to  chance)  there  is  a  definite  trend 
which  suggests  the  need  for  careful  investigation. 

One  variable  of  possible  impedance  included  in  the  basic  corresr 
pondence  was  reference  to  the  fact  that  relatively  few  student  officers 
nitrite  for  reasons  of  flight  failure.  Accordingly,  the  files  on  this 
group  weri  examined  end  the  data  are  presented  in- Table-  IV;.  It  will 
-be  seen  that  officers  represent  only  12$  of  the  flight  failure  attritions. 
Perhaps  even  wre  interesting  is  Plate  I,  which  combines  in .graphic  form 
the  accident  figures  from  Table  III  and  the  attrition  data  from  Table 
IV .  'From  this;‘graph  it  may  be  seen  that  the  officers  exceeded  their 
expected  incident  fate  during  4  of  the  6  months  in  which  no  officers  were 
attrited  for  flight  failure  aid.  in  but  2  of  the  6  months  when  there  were 
some  officer  attritions. 

Pursuing  the,  trend  suggested  by  the  above  data  Table  V  was  prepared, 
which  shows  that  4.1  officer  trainees  and  71  NavCads  survived  accidents 
during  the  period  covered  by- this  study.  None  of  officers,  in  this  acci¬ 
dent  .group  were  attrited  for  flight  failure,  while  seven  of  the  NavCads 
were  attrited. 

These  data  suggest  the  fact  that  the  statements  in  the  basic  correspon¬ 
dence  which  report  that  the  NavCads  and.  officer  trainees  meet  the  same 
standards  for  instruction,  (and  therefore  attrition)  are  open  to  question. 
However,  the  above  data  is*  merely  suggestive  and  no  firm  conclusion  can  be 
drawn  because  there  are  other  factors  which  might  be  operative  in  this 
situation  such  aat 

1 .  Different  ages  and  experience  of  the  two  groups . 

2,  The  relative  seriousness  of  the  accidents  involved. 

3,  Different  living  conditions  and  personal  responsibilities  of  the 
two  groups. 

4.  Stages  of  training  in  which  the  accidents  occur. 

Such  factors  should  be  investigated,  and  it  is  intended  that  they  shall 
be  made  the  subject  of  succeeding  reports  in  this  series. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


On  the  basis  of  the  data  available  on  the  accident  rate  and  attrition 
rate  of  officer  trainees  it  is  recommended  that  monthly  reports  on  these 
variables  be  presented  together  when  the  problem  of  accident  analysis  is 
up  for  discussion.  It  is  further  recommended  that  the  Safety  Officer  or 
other  appropriate  official  keep  a  running  graph  similar  to  that  presented 
In  Plate  I  for  the  various  types  of  trainee.  In  this  way  the  expected  fre¬ 
quency  of  accidents  can  at  all  t:imes  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  actual 
number  of  accidents.  If  it  is  found  that  either  officer  trainees  or  Nav¬ 
Cads  begin  to  exceed  their  accident  expectancy,  the  matter  should  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  proper  officials  for  detailed  analysis.  A 
practical  criterion  for  implementing  such  a  special  investigation  might 
be  the  occurrence  of  accidents  in  excess  of  expectancy  for  two  consecutive 
months. 
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Flight  Failure 
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Percent 
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1.  Ihe  "basic  for  these  fi®cofes:  rested' -on  the  assanption  that  if 
the  trainee  hact  not  been  attritsd  in  a  three  month  period  after 
the  accident,  he  had  successfully  passed  the  Flight  Board 
convened  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
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BTO:HH:iab 
1  Kay  1951 


MEMORANDUM 


To:  Officer  in  Charge,  Naval  School  of  Aviation  Medicine 

Sub,}:  Research  Facilities;  request  for 


Enel:  (l)  Copy  of  memo  from  Basic  Safety  Officer  to  SFO  of  7  Mar  1951 

ft  ft  ft  n  n  »  ft  «  n  m  n  1951 

"  "  "  "  "  n  n  n  19  w  1951 

Excerpt  from  PC  AC  Minutes  of  13  Mar  1951 
"  ”  Safety  Counoil  Minutes  of  3  April  1951 


1.  For  the  post  eight  Booths,  officer  students  have  been  involved  In  an 
unusually  high  percentage  of  the  aircraft  accidents  occurring  in  the  Basic 
Flight  Training  program. 


2.  The  reason  for  the  difference  in  the  accident  rate  between  cadets  and 
officer  students  is  not  readily  apparent.  Enclosures  (l)  and  (2)  present 
statistics  which  were  prepared  by  the  Basic  Staff  Safety  Officer  and  which 
illustrate  the  higher  accident  rate  of  officer  students.  Enclosure  (3) 
presents  statistics  on  attrition  rates  for  officer  students  and  cadets. 
Enclosure  (k)  and  enclosure  (5)  are  excerpts  from  the  minutes  of  the  Pilot 
Caused  Accident  Corrndtt.se  and  the  Basic  Safety  Council,  respectively,  both 
of  which  have  discussed  the  problem  without  coming  to  any  definite  con¬ 
clusions.  Enclosure  (k)  presents  the  opinion  of  the  PCAC  which  holds  that 
outside  influences,  not  usually  applicable  to  cadets,  may  be  a  contributing 
factor  for  the  higher  accident  rate  among  officer  students. 

3 .  It  is  felt  that  officer  students  do  meet  the  same  flight  standards  as 
required  of  cadets,  and  therefore,  any  factors  which  may  result  in  officer 
students,  as  a  group,  having  a  higher  accident  rate  than  cadets  are  outside 
of  the  flight  and  ground  training  Which  the  students  receive. 

It.  It  is,  therefore,  requested  that  the  Psychology  Branch  of  the  Research 
Laboratories  of  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine  conduct  a  study  of  the 
difference  in  the  accident  rate  between  cadets  and  officer  students  to 
determine,  if  possible,  the  reasons  therefore  and  to  mate  recommendations 
as  ere  considered  appropriate. 


F.'M.  HUGHES 

Reaf  Admiral,  U.S.  Navy 

Chief  of  Naval  Air  Basic  Training 


Copy  to: 
CHflTRA 


-1. 


copy 


BAS/PWS/gc 
7  March  1051 


vsmmm 


For:  Basic  Training  Officer 


Sub, j  *.  Item  for  the  Pilot  Caisecd  Accident  Ccmlttee  Agenda 

1.  It  is  interesting  to  rerto  that  officer  students  were  involved  in  10 
or  62$  of  the  total  29  accidents  for  the  sooth,  end  farther,  that  officer 
students  were  involved  in  75$  of  the  dual  stall/spin  end  groundloop  accidents. 
This  is  especially  noteworthy  since  officer  students  comprise  only  1(9$  Of 

the  present  total  flight  student  complement .  This  situation  is  not  just 
Indicative  of  the  February  accident  record,  hurt  seeas  to  follow  a  general 
trend  for  the  last  seven  months  whan  officer  students  were  involved  in 
appra&ffiately  ^2$  of  the  accidents .  It  cannot  definitely  he  determined 
whether  instructors  ere  inclined  to  put  more  faith  in  officer  students  or 
whether  officer  indents  do  net  grasp  the  standardised  ground  and  flight 
instruction  in  the  same  light  as  a  cadet.  In  most  cases  the  officer  student 
is  more  mature  and  therefore  might  try  to  Inject  ocas  of  his  own  ideas, 
end  in  turn  slight  lose  come  faith  in  his  instructor.  It  is  believed  that 
officer  students  are  not  required  to  i>-ke  the  aviation  aptitude  teats  which 
ere  required  of  the  cadets  prior  to  their  acceptance  in  the  program.  One 
ex-instructor  suamed  up  his  vie, /a  In  one  short  paragraph  as  follows : 

"Officer  students  ere  inclined  to  argue  and  alibi  more  than  cadets."  This 
may  bear  fx-uit  for  thought . 

It  is  further  noted  that: 

(a)  The  flight  grades  of  officer  students  are  hiffcter  than  average.  This 
is  reasonable  since  they  are  nomsally  more  nature  than  the  cadet. 

(b)  The  attrition  rate  is  lower.  This  Is  believed  to  stem  from  the  fact 
that  Student  Pilot  Disposition  Boards  are  asore  lenient  with  officer  students . 

The  low  attrition  rate  against  the  high  accident  rate  does  not  balance 
very  veil. 

2.  It  is  requested  that  chairman  of  the  Pilot  Caused  Accident  Committee 
piece  this  student  officer  situation  on  the  agenda  of  its  next  monthly  meeting 
end  also  bring  it  to  the  attention  of  the  3asie  Safety  Council. 


?.  W.  vCEhSGrSL 
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12  March  1951 


MBBRANDEH  FOR  BASIC  ffiA3BH»  CflFICKR 

Sub^:  Additional  Accident  Statistics  on  Student  Officer  flight  Training,  far- 
warding  of  for  Item  an  Pilot  Caused  Accident  Ccsmittee  agenda 

Sad;  (1)  Comparison  of  officer  end  cadet  student  load  durl&g  period  of  1  Ally 
1950  to  28  February  1951 

(2)  Ccraperista  of  officer  an d  cadet  student  accident  rate*  during  period 
of  1  July  1950  to  28  February  1951 

1.  The  following  statistics  are  forwarded  for  inclusion  on  the  agenda  of  the 
next  monthly  meeting  of  the  Pilot  Caused  Accident  Caanittee,  and  cower  the  per¬ 
iod  of  lr  Ally  1950  through  28  February  1951*  These  statistics  sore  hosed  on  oil 
USN,  U3MC,  USCG  and  TJSC&Q8  officer  students  in  the  Basic  Training  Co— end  dttr- 

1- ag  the  above  period. 

2.  H twilights  of  these  statistics  ore  as  follows  t 

a.  Percent  of  officer  students  for  the  full  period  -  22.8 

b.  Percent  of  accidents  involving  officer  students  for  full  period  -  1(0.3 

c.  Percent  of  officer  students  for  period  7-1-50  through  12-31-90  -  2h>7 

d.  Percent  of  accidents  Involving  officer  students  far  period  7-1-50 
through  12-31-50  -  35*^ 

e.  Percent  of  officer  students  for  period  1-1-51  through  2-08-51  -10.0 

f .  Percent  of  accidents  involving  officer  students  for  period  1-1-51  through 

2- 28-51  -  51.1 


3.  Enclosure  (l)  shows  the  percent  of  officer  students  against  total  Basie 
students  broken  down  by  creeks,  months  and  full  period.  Enclosure  (2)  shews  the 
accidents  broken  down  Into  officer  category,  cadet/midshijmsn  category  and 
other  category.  The  second  enclosure  also  shows  the  peroent  of  cffloer  and 
cadet  students  involved  in  the  accidents  broken  down  into  months. 

U,  These  statistics  were  compiled  from  the  EAST  weekly  statistical  report 
(CKATRA  175-Rev.  1-51)  and  accident  statistical  reoords  cenpUed  in  the  C8ABC 
Aviation  Safety  Officer. 


Very  respectfully. 


P.  V.  SCHU96EL 
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.3- 


c 


iKHSSt 

1st  bliss: 

3, 

3rd  ’.TislC 

Hh  TSfSK 

total  for  mm 

Officer 

13'4 

Off-;  c  ;r 

Officer  329 

Officer 

327 

Officer 

1328 

rm 

Total 

1234 

rSmsl 

loS 

Total  2222 

Total 

1219 

Total 

4913 

fj  Off. 

23.9 

27.4 

?>  Off ,  23.9 

i  off.. 

£6.8 

$  Off, 

27.0 

- 

Officer 

311 

352 

Officer  308 

Officer 

307 

Officer 

1247 

Total 

3512 

TcSssl 

l?/,8 

Total.  X£i8 

Tot?1 

1196 

Total 

4844 

tCSf. 

25>? 

b  Off. 

26 .4 

b  Off.  25; 3 

$  Off. 

Wlil 

b  Off. 

25.7 

Officer 

32? 

Officer 

>24 

Officer  5>40 

Officer 

323 

Office!* 

1319 

mmimm 

Total 

1248 

Tctai. 

-5  .',Q£  - 

HiOO 

Tatra  ISrft? 

Total  1293 

Total 

5X16 

$  Off. 

23.2 

b  off. 

2-5.2 

?;  Off.  2-5.4 

#  Off. 

25.4 

#  Off. 

25.8 

Officer 

335 

Of  filler 

•srsA 

, 

Officer  331 

Officer 

327 

Officer 

1311 

OCTOB&R 

Total 

12JO 

Tetri 

3.28(3 

To-trl  X2tl 

Total 

1342 

Total 

5193 

Off. 

23.0 

_ c  ;*  . ? 

24.8 

&G£f.  25.8 

b  Off.. 

24 .4 

Off. 

25.2 

Officer 

318 

Of  file:- 

303 

Officer  £c2 

Officer 

280 

Officer 

1183 

KOVS'lBER 

Total 

3.298 

To- tat 

3.33.6 

Total  1^75 

Total  1306 

Total 

5195 

Off. 

24.5 

3>  01? . 

c  ?  / 
*-.<**-- 

:l  Off  22.1 

b  off. 

21.4 

b  Off. 

22.8 

Officer 

283 

Office:' 

235 

Officer  256 

Officer 

256 

Officer 

1080 

D/XiMSER 

Total 

3593 

Tckil 

3.275 

Totcf  12.l? 

Total 

1214 

Total 

5004 

#  Off. 

21.8  b  Off. 

29.4 

#  Off ,  21.0 

b  off. 

21.3. 

b  Off. 

21.6 

Officer 

248 

Offi  !i<;:/ 

MS3 

Officer  £}o 

Officer 

267 

Officer 

1032 

JUitfABf 

Total 

1298 

Tots". 

l.’o.i. 

Total  13":  0 

Total 

1426 

Total 

5485 

b  Off. 

i£.i 

cl  y-  ;> 

#OTT.  18 .6 

2;  Off. 

13,7 

#  Off. 

18.8 

Officer 

271 

Of  f  loor 

253 

Officer  2;3 

Officer 

245 

Officer 

1022 

fisruahy 

Total 

1503 

To  ;•£■.! 

14-50 

Total  1;?  sO 

Total 

1497 

Total 

5972 

b  Off. 

18.0 

r-  5 

'3  Off.  16.5 

#  Off... 

l6*4 

b  Off. 

17.1 

•j'  <G7  -  FEDRUARY  22.8#  Officer. 
•S JCiY  -  DSC EMBER  24-7#  Office 

3-vsuAKir  -  wmvm  i3.o#  or,,-c 


irc-n 


The  words  "total  on  this  page 
denote  the  total  number  of  flight 
students  In  the  conaand  at  that 
tints .  It  Includes  officers,  nid- 
shijaaen,  cadets,  foreign  and  other. 


( 

:\:zsjx?<m  (a) 


J 


g*y } 

•  *  j- -V;  ^ 

vr> 

'  y.*. 

3EUCSuv.‘ 

?OT- 

C»T  *?".<» 

<  *  nr 

oc-AiO 

;i.  V : 
IZi 

•-•  .vj;  . 

DUAL 

IcT 

c. 

PCY  SOLO  POT. 

CIBEfr 

DUAL 

■3 

per. 

OTHER 

TOT  POT’' 

ft 

jj 

$ 

:  )L  .i.-l 

>. 

£0.8 

1. 

‘f 

0.5 

C 

... 

5 

2-3 . 5 

J. 

30.6 

1 

.  xx. 

4 

30.8 

y. 

£3.6 

w 

,  rx  .■" 

<■  '3 . 3 

0 

3.1 

02 . 4 

11 

52.'+ 

0 

•a  «r 

4 

19 .1 

;■£?  i3 

2 

11.1 

2 

/  ?.  .1 

0 

... 

12 

6b  .7 

8 

44.4 

4 

22.2 

4 

22.2 

■i 

cCT  7  5 

n 

O 

50.0 

6 

*.  • »  r. 

.  •A,< 

4A 

i£Ll_ 

3 

30. 0 

6 

31.3 

2 

18.8, 

0 

,!Jl 

;-:o 

7  0 

.50  -0 

10 

•*.> 

0 

•»  ^ 

50  0 

C‘ 

45 .0 

1 

3,P . 

0 

,'p 

1 

I’:'.?  11 

/ 

o 

45.5 

n 

.0 

JU 

.1 

•1 

54.6 

54.6 

0 

0 

•tf 

Sr 

•::i'  16 

»‘» 

J 

4?  .8 

6 

V?.‘. 

1 

6.3 

fc 

V-5 

_ 

3 

18.  C> 

*> 

_ 2 _ 

18.8 

1_ 

I8.0 

.•i 

.A 

£•! 

-:'i3  &■> 

16 

55.2 

10 

34.5 

6 

20.7 

•  1C 

i  L-s 

3 

27.6 

2 

6.0 

3 

10.3 

■Jt 

■I 

:oMJ.3  1?:4 

>2. 

40.3  * 

!,*> 

W 

35-.. 

10 

.  ^SL. 

f»Y 

47.2 

54 

37.5 

14 

9,-7 

18 

12.5 

I 

*V.±,-:J2C  9^ 

35A 

32 

31.3 

3 

3.0 

52 

52.5 

4? 

43.4 

_  2. 

_ 9*1 

12 

12.1 

J 

45 

a-; 

51.1 

10 

>5 .3 

_ 7 _ 

15.6 

lb 

.35.5 

ll 

24.4 

11*1 

6 

_iX.3 

1 

% 

(  Best  Available  Copy 


i 


copy 


19  March  1991 


MSHoafiSPCM  ?m  mm:  mm  (mesa 

Sub,5 :  Student  Pilot  attrition  rates,  period  1  JtOy  1950  through 
S8  February  1951 


1. 

nm 

FLIGHT 

mSICAL  DROPS 

lack  cr  motiwoxcb 

DROP  OB  REQUEST 

A3HDP13OT 

FAXUffiES 

CEEBDB 

(SPICERS 

19 

5 

M2M/CADB2S 

114 

60 

54 

TOTAL 

133 

65 

68 

2.  Highlights 

of  these  otatistlcs  ore  as  follows* 

a.  Percent  of  officer  students  for  the  full  period  -  22.8$ 


13 .  Percent  of  accidents  iatolviag  officer  students  for  full 
period  -  *»0.3$ 

c.  Percent  of  officer  flight  failures  for  full  period  -  7-7$ 

a.  Percent  of  officer  attrition  for  reasons  other  than  flight 
failure  -  20.6$ 

Respectfully, 


P.  W.  SCHLEOEL 


ENCLOSURE  (3) 


c  o  ?  >: 


PILOT  CAUSED  ACCESS'S  (X2OTTEE  DISCUSSION  £F  (FFICKR  ACdDEHT 
RATE  AT  MS&IBGt  C S*  13  MASKS  1951 


She  Chairaan  read’  excerpts  frees  a  jaestoreadca  prepared  by  the  Basic  Safety 
Officer  concerning  accident  statistics  ea  student  officers.  The  jdeaorBaduB, 
•In  substance,  brought  cub  the  following  totoraatiefc:  (!)  that  between 
1  <fuly  1950  and  23  February  1951  officer  students  cotajrised  22,856  of  the 
student  lead  and  were  involved  to  lj0»3$  of  the  Basic  Trsdhtog  CcumaBL 
accidents,  (2)  that  flight  grades  of  student  officers  are  higher  than  sever* 
age,  and  the: attrition  rate  for  student  officers  is  lower.  The  Safety 
Officer  advanced  the  theory  that  the  lover  attrition  rate, may  he  caused  ty 
Student  Pilot  Disposition  Boards  being  sore  lenient  with  student  officers 
then  tdth  cadets.  After  discussion,  the  Ccaaaitteo  was  of  the  opinion  that 
(l)  student  officers  do  neat  the  saae  flight  proficiency  standards  required 
of  cadets  both  on  instruction  flights  and  upon  appearing  before  Student 
Pilot  Disposition  Boards,  (2)  that  other  factors,  sot  usually  applicable 
to  cadets,  such  os  srritol  prctoless,  coanutisg  difficulties  find  liberty 
every  night,  could  possibly  be  a  contributing  factor  far  the  higher  accident 
rate.  Further,  it  was  considered  that  eay  action  taken  to  restrict  the 
recoasnjadations  of  Student)  Pilot  Disposition  Boards  would  reduce  their 
effectiveness  and  value  to  the  CKABT,  ®ie  cooaitfcee  recommended  that 
the  Training  Officers,  unit  Officers -in-charge ,  and  unit  Safety  Officers 
further  investigate  the  student  officer  situation  to  see  if  any  further 
action  is  deened  necessary. 


ENCLOSURE  (k) 


SAFETY  CCKMCXL  DISCUSSION  OP  OFFICER  ACCTDBBf  RASE  AS  K9EEDB 

OP  3  APRIL  1$$L 


IOJT :  She  Chairman  of  the  Pilot  Ceased  Accident  Caoalttee  reed 
excerpts  fron  a  zaenerendua  prepared  by  the  Basie  Safety  Officer  concerning 
accident  statistics  involving  officer  students .  She  nenotraadne,  in 
substance,  brought  out  the  infarnatioc  that  the  flight  grades  of  officer 
flight  students  trcre  higher  than  overage,  sad  that  the  attrition  rate  of 
officer  flight  students  was  lover,  hut  that  for  the  period  of  1  July  1950 
through-  28  February  1951  officer  students  were  involved  in  fc0.3Jt  of  the 
aircraft  accidents  even  though  they  comprised  only  22.8)1  of  the  flight 
student  txxaplanent .  Tho  Basic  Safety  Officer  advanced  the  theory  that 
the  lower  attrition  rate  night  be  caused  by  Student  Pilot  Disposition 
Boards  being  acre  lenient  vith  student  officers  than  with  cadets .  She 
Pilot  Caused  Accident  Cocnittee  was  of  the  opinion  that;  (l)  Student 
Officers  do  meet  the  ease  flight  proficiency  standards  required  of  cadets 
both  on  instruction  flights  and  upon  appearing  before  Student  Pilot  Dispo¬ 
sition  Boards,  (2)  That  other  factors,  not  usually  applicable  to  cadets, 
could  possibly  be  contributing  factors  for  the  higher  accident  rate,  fur¬ 
ther,  it  was  considered  that  any  action  taken  to  restrict  the  rsooHMnda- 
tioii3  of  the  Student  Pilot  Disposition  Boards  would  reduce  their  effective¬ 
ness  and  value  to  C8AET. 

RECCST-IEEDATION :  It  was  roccmraendac!,  that  the  student  offloer  accident  rate 
bo  further  looked  into. 

ACTIOTT :  Caaruanding  Officers,  Training  Officers,  Unit  Offioers-in-Cherge 
and  Safety  Officers  further  investigate  the  student  officer  iltustion  to 
see  what  steps,  if  any,  could  be  taken  to  reduce  the  accident  rate.  The 
Chairman  of  the  Basic  Safety  Council  reiterated  his  desire  that  noisnuding 
officers  point  out  to  the  officer  flight  students  that  they  were  not  only 
students,  but  their  performance  of  doty  as  such  will  affect  their  careers, 
and  that  discrepancies  will  be  reflected  in  their  fitness  reports .  Be  felt 
that  they  should  be  instructed  as  to  the  importance  of  their  fitness  reports, 
and  therefore  should  be  concerned  vith  their  training  habits* 


ENCLOSURE  (5) 


